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Abstract

Background: The Foot and Ankle Ability Measure (FAAM) is a self reported questionnaire for patients with foot
and ankle disorders available in English, German, and Persian. This study plans to translate the FAAM from English
to French (FAAM-F) and assess the validity and reliability of this new version.

Methods: The FAAM-F Activities of Daily Living (ADL) and sports subscales were completed by 105 French-
speaking patients (average age 50.5 years) presenting various chronic foot and ankle disorders. Convergent and
divergent validity was assessed by Pearson’s correlation coefficients between the FAAM-F subscales and the SF-36
scales: Physical Functioning (PF), Physical Component Summary (PCS), Mental Health (MH) and Mental Component
Summary (MCS). Internal consistency was calculated by Cronbach’s Alpha (CA). To assess test re-test reliability, 22
patients filled out the questionnaire a second time to estimate minimal detectable changes (MDC) and intraclass
correlation coefficients (ICC).

Results: Correlations for FAAM-F ADL subscale were 0.85 with PF, 0.81 with PCS, 0.26 with MH, 0.37 with MCS.
Correlations for FAAM-F Sports subscale were 0.72 with PF, 0.72 with PCS, 0.21 with MH, 0.29 with MCS. CA
estimates were 0.97 for both subscales. Respectively for the ADL and Sports subscales, ICC were 0.97 and 0.94,
errors for a single measure were 8 and 10 points at 95% confidence and the MDC values at 95% confidence were
7 and 18 points.

Conclusion: The FAAM-F is valid and reliable for the self-assessment of physical function in French-speaking
patients with a wide range of chronic foot and ankle disorders.

Background
Evaluation of patients with musculoskeletal disorders
can rely not only on clinical examination and radiologi-
cal imaging, but also on scores from self-reported
outcome instruments. The information acquired from
self-reported outcome instruments is useful only if there
is evidence to support interpretation of the obtained
scores [1,2]. Currently there is a lack of evidence to sup-
port the use of an instrument in the French language for
individuals with musculoskeletal foot and ankle
disorders.
In the foot and ankle literature there are many instru-

ments that have been implemented in outcome related
research with little or no evidence to support their use
[3,4]. Over 49 instruments have been identified [3] with

14 having some evidence to support their use [4]. Over
these 14 instruments, the 4 clinimetric qualities (content
validity, construct validity, reliability, and responsive-
ness) were only reached by the Foot and Ankle Ability
Measure, the Foot Function index, the Foot Health Sta-
tus Questionnaire, the Lower Extremity Function Scale,
and the Sports Ankle Rating System quality of life mea-
sure [4]. Instruments that offer specific information for
score interpretation may be more useful. This informa-
tion can include score error associated with single mea-
sure, change in score that represents a minimal
detectable change (MDC), and a change in score that
represents minimal clinical important difference
(MCID). The MDC quantifies the change in score value
over time that is beyond measurement error. The MCID
is a cut-off value over which changes discriminates
between patients that have clinically improved from
those that have not improved [4,5]. Even in instruments
that have evidence to support their use, difficulties arise
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when they are applied to individuals who are not fluent
in the language the instrument has been developed in.
While there are many instruments available there is not
a universally accepted instrument in the French lan-
guage for individuals with musculoskeletal foot and
ankle disorders.
The Foot and Ankle Ability Measure (FAAM), origin-

ally published in English [6], has evidence for reliability,
responsiveness, and validity as measure of physical func-
tion. This evidence was provided in individuals with a
wide range of musculoskeletal disorders of the lower
leg, ankle, and foot and therefore has broad application.
To evaluate activities that require a higher level of abil-
ity the FAAM also contains a Sports subscale [7]. Speci-
fic information for score interpretation, including MDC
and MCID values are provided for the FAAM. Evidence
to support its use of is also available for athletes with
chronic ankle instability [8] and patients with Diabetes
Mellitus [7]. Moreover, a cross cultural adaptation and
validation has been completed to create German [9] and
Persian versions of the FAAM [10].
Although there is increasing evidence to support the

use of the FAAM, it has not been adapted and validated
for French speaking individuals. In our clinical and
research practice, most patients are French speaking,
and not able to appropriately respond to items written
in English. The aim of this study is to translate the
FAAM into French, perform a cross-cultural adaptation,
and provided evidence for validity and reliability for this
French version of the FAAM (FAAM-F).

Methods
Foot and Ankle Ability Measure
The FAAM, as originally described, is comprised of
separately scored 21-item Activity of Daily Living (ADL)
and 8-item Sports subscales. The response to each item
on the ADL subscale is scored from 4 to 0, with 4 being
“no difficulty” and 0 being “unable to do”. Items without
a response or marked as not applicable are not counted.
The score on each of the items are added together to
get the item score total. The total number of items with
a response is multiplied by 4 to get the highest potential
score. If all 21 items are answered, the highest potential
score is 84. If one item is unanswered the highest score
was 80, if two were unanswered the total highest score
was 76, etc. The total item score is divided by the high-
est potential score and then multiplied by 100 to pro-
duce the FAAM score that ranges from 0 to 100. The
Sports subscale is scored in a similar manner the highest
potential score is 32. As with the ADL subscale, the
item score total is divided by the highest potential score
and multiplied by 100. A higher score represents a
higher level of physical function for both the ADL and
Sports subscales [6].

Cross-cultural adaptation
The cross-cultural adaptation of the FAAM was per-
formed according to the guidelines of the American
Academy of Orthopedic Surgeons (AAOS) Outcomes
Committee and as recommended in the literature
[11,12]. The following five steps were documented with
a written report: 1) Forward translation from English to
French by two translators native to French and fluent in
English (T1 and T2). One of the translators was
informed about the aims of the study, and the other
received only limited information (so-called naïve trans-
lator). Moreover, the translators were not healthcare
professionals. 2) Versions T1 and T2 were compared.
A unique translated version (T12) was created by resol-
ving any discrepancies under supervision of a methodol-
ogist who was not involved in the translation process.
3) Back translation of the T12 version from French into
English by two translators native to English, and fluent
in French (BT1 and BT2). These two translators were
naïve to the study and not directly linked with the medi-
cal domain. 4) Consensus meeting with all the involved
parties (translators, methodologist) and foot and ankle
specialist physicians in order to resolve any discrepan-
cies and doubts met during the translation, and to
establish the pre-final French version of the FAAM.
5) Pre-testing of the French version of the FAAM in 40
consecutive patients with foot complaints, for the accu-
racy of wording and the ease of understanding. Patients
were asked to mention any encountered difficulties dur-
ing a phone interview. The last step included submitting
the final version of the French FAAM-F and all reports
and forms to a committee keeping track of the trans-
lated version and to the developer of the original instru-
ment in order to verify that the recommended stages
were followed.

Patients
Consecutive ambulatory patients receiving treatment
between June and August 2009 for an ankle or foot com-
plaints were recruited for the study. These subjects were
given a copy of the FAAM-F with a self-addressed return
envelope, a written information about the study and a
consent form. There were 139 patients seen either at the
Clinique Romande de Réadaptation, Sion, Switzerland or
the Foot & Ankle Department of the Centre Hospitalier
Universitaire Vaudois (CHUV), Lausanne, Switzerland.
These clinics are, respectively, a rehabilitation centre
and a specialized orthopaedic department for foot and
ankle disorders. Patients who had more than one miss-
ing item response on the FAAM-F were excluded from
the study. No reminder was sent to those who did not
return the questionnaires and the collection of the
questionnaires has been stopped one month after having
given the last one (n = 139). Out of the 139 patients
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105 (76%) sent the questionnaires back. These 105
patients presented varied pathologies such as degenera-
tion (e.g. ankle or midfoot osteoarthritis, tibialis poster-
ior degeneration, acquired flatfoot), trauma (e.g. tibial
pilon or calcaneal fractures, midfoot injuries, ankle
sprains), congenital malformations (e.g. hallux valgus,
coalition), inflammations (e.g. rheumatoid arthritis and
other rheumatic disorders), complex regional pain syn-
drome and tumors. Demographic information for these
105 subjects are presented in Table 1. Symptom dura-
tion ranged from several months to several years. The
study was approved by the ethical committees of Valais
and Vaud, the federal states in which the two hospitals
are located. All patients signed a written informed
consent.

Evidence for Convergent and Divergent Validity
All patients completed the French version of the FAAM
and the Medical Outcomes Short Form (SF-36) [13,14].
Convergent evidence was examined by assessing the cor-
relation between the FAAM-F and SF-36 physical func-
tion (PF) subscale and physical component summary
(PCS) scores using Pearson correlation coefficients.
Divergent evidence was examined by assessing the cor-
relation between the FAAM-F and SF-36 mental health
(MH) subscale and the mental health component sum-
mary (MCS) scores. Testing for significant differences in
the correlation coefficients between the FAAM-F and
concurrent measures of physical function and mental

health was done as previously described for our two-
sided hypothesis [15]. The a priori type I error rate was
set at 0.005 to account for the multiple comparisons.

Evidence for Internal Structure and Consistency
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was calculated to assess
internal consistency. The standard error of measure
(SEM) of the FAAM scores was calculated as
SEM 1-r  where s was the standard deviation of
the scores and r was the coefficient alpha. A 95% CI
was then calculated to determine the error associated
with a score at a single point in time.

Evidence for Test Re-Test Reliability
Twenty-two randomized patients (13 women and nine
men) presenting chronic disorders, to whom the physician
did not expected to have a significant improvement in the
next two days (no intervention, therapy or drugs) were
asked to fill out two FAAM-F at a two-day interval. Test
re-test reliability was assessed using an ICC (2,1) with the
initial and follow up FAAM-F scores. The SEM was calcu-
lated using the ICC reliability coefficient. The SEM was

multiplied by 2 and a 95% CI was calculated to deter-

mine a value for minimal detectable change (MDC) [16].
Both subscales of the FAAM (ADL and Sports) were

analyzed separately for validation criteria as described
above. All calculations were performed using the soft-
ware package Stata 11.0 for Windows, (StataCorp LP,
4905 Lakeway Drive, College Station, TX 77845, USA).

Results
The response proportion was 76% (105 responders). The
average FAAM-F score was 74 (range 8-100 SD 22.1)
and 44 (range 0-100 SD 31.0) for the ADL and Sports
subscales, respectively (Table 1). A total of 7 (6.7%) and
5 (4.8%) patients scored 100 (best possible score) on the
ADL and Sports subscales, respectively. No patient
scored 0 (worst possible score) for the ADL subscale
and 6 patients (5.7%) scored 0 for the Sports subscale.
Twenty-four patients (22.9%) had scores above 95 for
the ADL subscale and 7 (6.7%) for the Sports subscale.
Percentage of patients having scores below 5 for ADL
and Sports subscales were 0% and 11.4% (12 patients),
respectively.

Cross cultural adaptation
The translation of the different items of the FAAM was
carried out without any relevant difficulties. The back-
translation of the T12 version in English was very simi-
lar to the original version. Only some typically American
expressions were different as our back-translators were
native from Great-Britain. During the phone interview
with 40 patients for the pre-testing of the final French

Table 1 Demographic Information

Age 50.5 years (range 18-82 SD
14.6 yrs)

Gender

Female 64 (61%)

Male 41 (39%)

Foot and Ankle Ability Measure
Score

Activities of Daily Living subscale 74 (range 8-100 SD 22.1)

Sports subscale 44 (range 0-100 SD 31.0)

Symptom Location

Hindfoot 55 (52%)

Forefoot 35 (33%)

Midfoot 6 (6%)

Global Foot 6 (6%).

Not Specified 3(3%)

Diagnosis

Degenerative Disorders 48 (46%)

Traumatic or Post-traumatic 42 (39%)

Congenital 6 (6%)

Inflammatory/Complex Regional Pain
Syndrome

3 (3%)

Tumor 1 (1%)

Not Specified 5 (5%)
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version, it appeared that the item “walking initially”,
translated first as “commencer à marcher”, was under-
stood in different ways by the patients. Therefore, this
item was adapted into “faire les premiers pas (le matin
au réveil/après une position assise prolongée)” in order
to precise the question. Upon re-assessment with
patients it was noted that this change improved item
interpretation. No further difficulties in understanding
the items were discovered during the pre-testing phase.

Evidence for Convergent and Divergent Validity
For the convergent validity, we found correlation coeffi-
cients of 0.85 between the ADL and Physical Function-
ing, and 0.81 between ADL and PCS. The Sports
subscale had correlations of 0.72 with both Physical
Function and PCS. The assessment of divergent validity
resulted in an ADL-Mental Health correlation of 0.26
and an ADL-MCS correlation of 0.37. The Sports sub-
scale had a correlation of 0.21 with Mental Health and of
0.29 with MCS (Table 2). The calculated t-values asses-
sing for difference in the correlation coefficients between
the ADL and Sports subscales to measures of physical
and mental functioning were significant with P < 0.0005.

Evidence of Internal Structure
The assessment of internal consistency found coefficient
alpha to be 0.97 for both the ADL and Sports subscales.
The score error associated with a single measure at 95%
confidence was +/- 8 and +/- 10 points for the ADL
and Sports subscale, respectively

Evidence for Score Stability
The assessment of test re-test reliability over a two day
period found ICC values of 0.97 and 0.94 for the ADL
and Sports subscales, respectively. The MDC at 95%
confidence was +/- 7 and +/- 18 points for the ADL
and Sports subscales, respectively

Discussion
The aims of this study were met as original English ver-
sion of the FAAM was successfully translated and

adapted into French to create the FAAM-F ADL and
Sports subscales. Evidence for reliability and validity
were offered to support the use of the FAAM-F as a
self-report outcome instrument for individuals with a
wide range of chronic foot and ankle disorders. Specifi-
cally, evidence for convergent validity, divergent validity,
internal structure, and score stability were provided for
the FAAM-F. Information for score interpretation with
error associated with a single measure and MDC was
also provided for the FAAM-F.
There is a lack of well designed, validated, question-

naire in French for assessing foot and ankle disorders [3].
Moreover, there is increasing evidence that self-question-
naires are useful for clinicians as well as for investigators
in order to facilitate the patients’ self evaluation. The
FAAM is region specific measure, capable of being sensi-
tive to changes in physical function. It is easy for patient
to complete and uncomplicated for clinicians score, mak-
ing it easy to add to the evaluation process. A systematic
review concluded the FAAM and its predecessor were
the most appropriate evaluative instruments to quantify
functional disabilities in individuals with chronic ankle
instability [17]. The FAAM has undergone advanced psy-
chometric testing including the use of item response the-
ory (IRT) [18]. The evidence to support the use of the
FAAM as an outcome instrument continues to grow not
only for the English version but for German and Persian
versions as well. Therefore, it was felt the FAAM would
be the most appropriate instrument to translate and
adapt for French speaking individuals. Following the
guidelines of the AAOS, the French adaptation of this
questionnaire was performed without encountering any
difficulties as only one of the 29 items had to be slightly
modified for easier understanding (item related to “walk-
ing initially”). Moreover, the high response rate and the
good feed-back during the phone interview demonstrated
that the FAAM-F was well accepted.
The relationship between the FAAM-F and concurrent

measures of physical function were significantly different
than the associations between the FAAM-F and concur-
rent measures of mental health. This provides evidence

Table 2 Correlation coefficients between the FAAM-F (ADL and Sports subscales) and the SF-36 (physical and mental
scales)

ADL subscale
FAAM-F

Sport subscale
FAAM-F

ADL subscale
FAAM original

Sport subscale
FAAM original

ADL subscale
FAAM diabetes

Sport subscale
FAAM diabetes

Physical Functioning 0.85 (n = 104) 0.72 (n = 102) 0.84 (n = 151) 0.78 (n = 130) 0.61 (n = 83) 0.63 (n = 83)

Physical Component
Summary

0.81 n = 100) 0.72 (n = 98) 0.84 (n = 151) 0.80 (n = 130) 0.71 (n = 83) 0.72 (n = 83)

Mental Health 0.26 (n = 102) 0.21 (n = 100) 0.18 (n = 151) 0.11 (n = 130) 0.32 (n = 83) 0.22 (n = 83)

Mental Component
Summary

0.37 (n = 100) 0.29 (n = 98) 0.05 (n = 151) -0.02 (n = 130) 0.29 (n = 83) 0.17 (n = 83)

The two middle columns (FAAM original) present the values found by Martin et al. with the original English version, 2005[6]. The two right columns (FAMM
diabetes) show the values found by Martin et al. 2009, using the original English version on patients suffering diabetes mellitus[7].
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that the FAAM-F is a measure of physical function as
opposed to mental function. The coefficients of correla-
tion between FAAM-F subscales and the SF-36 physical
scales were high (0.85 and 0.72.). Moreover, they are
very similar to the values found for the original version
[6] (0.84 and 0.78; Table 2). The correlations between
FAAM subscales and the SF-36 mental scales for diver-
gent validity were low, as hypothesized and were similar
to those for the original version with a good overlap of
their 95% confidence intervals. The possible exception
was noted for the ADL to MSC, 0.37 and 0.05 respec-
tively for the French and in English versions (Table 2).
This could be explained by some cultural difference
regarding pain or type of foot disorders between the
two studies. Our patients were recruited in tertiary cen-
ters and suffered for chronic disorders (months up to
years), which can obviously affect mental function and
self-perception. This explanation is also supported by
the comparison of our results with the ones described
in the publication with patients presenting with chronic
foot complaints related to diabetes mellitus [7]. How-
ever, the correlation between ADL to MSC was low in
our study, supporting our hypotheses for divergent
validity.
The calculated MDC, for FAAM-F ADL and Sports

subscales, differ from the values reported for the English
version of the FAAM (ADL MDC 5,7 and 12,3; Sports
MDC 7 and 18 for French and English versions, respec-
tively). These discrepencies could be explained either by
differences in patients population or by the time frame
over which the MDC was calculated. The original study
used a 4-week time period while the current study used
a 2-day time period.
According to the literature, the CA value for a good

internal consistency should be over 0.80 (over 0.90 for
clinical applications) [19]. Despite the adaptation of one
of the 21 items during cross-cultural-adaptation the
internal consistency of the FAAM-F remained excellent
and widely above the limit of acceptance with a CA
value of 0.97 for ADL subscale. The Sports subscale as
well showed an excellent internal consistency (0.97).
These two values were almost identical to the values
provided for the English version (0.98). Values noted for
the error associated with a single measure, 8 and 10
points for the ADL and Sports subscales were also very
similar to the English version, 7 and 10 points, respec-
tively. The test re-test reliability of the FAAM-F was
found to be excellent. The ICC values of this study
were superior to those reported for the original version.
This finding might be expected as the time interval in
the original study was over a 4 week period compared
to 2 days in the current study. The findings of this
study help to confirm that the French translation is
close to the original version [6].

When looking at the range of obtained scores, there
were FAAM-F ADL and Sports scores with extreme
high and low values. This could have potential problem
with floor and ceiling effects if more than 15-20% of
patients have scores in these values [2,5]. Twenty-four
patients (22.9%) had scores above 95 for the ADL sub-
scale and 7 (6.7%) for the Sports subscale. Therefore, a
possible ceiling effect for the ADL subscale could be
potentially problematic if used without the Sports sub-
scale in individuals functioning at a high level. However,
the ADL and Sports subscale were developed to be used
together and complement one another. Therefore ceiling
effects with the ADL subscale would be offset by the use
of the Sports subscale which would collect information
for those functioning at a high level of ability.
The limitations of this study must be recognized.

Only patients with chronic foot disorders have been
included in the present study. Patients with acute condi-
tions may present differently. Furthermore, the respon-
siveness of the FAAM-F needs to be assessed with
values for MCID offered to assist with score interpreta-
tion. It should be remembered that evidence to support
the use of an instrument is an ongoing process with
information needed under various study conditions.
Furthermore, the enrolled patients were not randomly
drawn from a population with chronic food and ankle
disorders but were a convenience sample of available
hospital patients.

Conclusion
The results of this research offer evidence of reliability
and validity for the FAAM-F for self-assessment of phy-
sical function in French-speaking patients with a wide
range of chronic foot and ankle disorders.

Acknowledgements
The authors thank Mike Short, Trevor Mc Intosh, Christine Favre and Aude
Anvari for the translation work, and also Viviane Dufour for her logistical
help.
The French version of the FAAM is available at francois.luthi@crr-suva.ch

Author details
1Département de l’appareil locomoteur, Clinique Romande de réadaptation
SUVA Care, Sion, Switzerland. 2Département de l’appareil locomoteur, Centre
Hospitalier Universitaire Vaudois and University of Lausanne, Lausanne,
Switzerland. 3Institut de recherche en réadaptation and Service de recherche
médicale, Clinique Romande de réadaptation SUVA Care, Sion, Switzerland.
4Institute of Social and Preventive Medicine (IUMSP), Centre Hospitalier
Universitaire Vaudois and University of Lausanne, Lausanne, Switzerland.
5Department of Physical Therapy, Duquesne University, Pittsburgh, PA, USA.
6Center for Sports Medicine-University of Pittsburgh Medical Center
Pittsburgh, PA, USA.

Authors’ contributions
BS, CX, DO, LF and BP have designed the study. BS, CX and LF have
gathered the data. BS, DO, BP, MRL and LF have analyzed the data. BS and
MRL have written the initial draft. BS, CX, DO, BP, MRL and LF have ensured
the accuracy of the data and analysis.
All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Borloz et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2011, 12:40
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/12/40

Page 5 of 6



Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 7 September 2010 Accepted: 8 February 2011
Published: 8 February 2011

References
1. Fermanian J: [Validation of assessment scales in physical medicine and

rehabilitation: how are psychometric properties determined?]. Ann
Readapt Med Phys 2005, 48(6):281-287.

2. Bent NP, Wright CC, Rushton AB, Batt ME: Selecting outcome measures in
sports medicine: a guide for practitioners using the example of anterior
cruciate ligament rehabilitation. Br J Sports Med 2009, 43(13):1006-1012.

3. Button G, Pinney S: A meta-analysis of outcome rating scales in foot and
ankle surgery: is there a valid, reliable, and responsive system? Foot
Ankle Int 2004, 25(8):521-525.

4. Martin RL, Irrgang JJ: A survey of self-reported outcome instruments for
the foot and ankle. J Orthop Sports Phys Ther 2007, 37(2):72-84.

5. Martin RL, Irrgang JJ, Lalonde KA, Conti S: Current concepts review: foot
and ankle outcome instruments. Foot Ankle Int 2006, 27(5):383-390.

6. Martin RL, Irrgang JJ, Burdett RG, Conti SF, Van Swearingen JM: Evidence of
validity for the Foot and Ankle Ability Measure (FAAM). Foot Ankle Int
2005, 26(11):968-983.

7. Martin RL, Hutt DM, Wukich DK: Validity of the Foot and Ankle Ability
Measure (FAAM) in Diabetes Mellitus. Foot Ankle Int 2009, 30(4):297-302.

8. Carcia CR, Martin RL, Drouin JM: Validity of the Foot and Ankle Ability
Measure in athletes with chronic ankle instability. J Athl Train 2008,
43(2):179-183.

9. Nauck T, Lohrer H: Translation, Cross-Cultural Adaption and Validation of
the German Version of the Foot and Ankle Ability Measure for Patients
with Chronic Ankle Instability. Br J Sports Med 2009.

10. Mazaheri M, Salavati M, Negahban H, Sohani SM, Taghizadeh F, Feizi A,
Karimi A, Parnianpour M: Reliability and validity of the Persian version of
foot and ankle ability measure (FAAM) to measure functional limitations
in patients with foot and ankle disorders. Osteoarthritis Cartilage .

11. Beaton DE, Bombardier C, Guillemin F, Ferraz MB: Guidelines for the
process of cross-cultural adaptation of self-report measures. Spine (Phila
Pa 1976) 2000, 25(24):3186-3191.

12. Acquadro C, Conway K, Hareendran A, Aaronson N: Literature Review of
Methods to Translate Health-Related Quality of Life Questionnaires for
Use in Multinational Clinical Trials. Value in Health 2000, 11(3):509-521.

13. Brazier JE, Harper R, Jones NM, O’Cathain A, Thomas KJ, Usherwood T,
Westlake L: Validating the SF-36 health survey questionnaire: new
outcome measure for primary care. Bmj 1992, 305(6846):160-164.

14. Perneger TV, Leplege A, Etter JF, Rougemont A: Validation of a French-
language version of the MOS 36-Item Short Form Health Survey (SF-36)
in young healthy adults. J Clin Epidemiol 1995, 48(8):1051-1060.

15. Meng X, Roental R, Sax G: Compaing correlation coefficients. Psychological
Bulletin 1957, 111:172-175.

16. Stratford PW, Binkley J, Solomon P, Finch E, Gill C, Moreland J: Defining the
minimum level of detectable change for the Roland-Morris
questionnaire. Phys Ther 1996, 76(4):359-365, discussion 366-358.

17. Eechaute C, Vaes P, Van Aerschot L, Asman S, Duquet W: The clinimetric
qualities of patient-assessed instruments for measuring chronic ankle
instability: a systematic review. BMC Musculoskelet Disord 2007, 8:6.

18. Hambleton R, Jones R: Comparison of classical test theory and item
response theory and their applications to test development. Education
Measurement: Issues and Practices 1993, 12:38-47.

19. Bland J, Altman D: Cronbach’s alpha. British Medical Journal 1997, 314:572.

Pre-publication history
The pre-publication history for this paper can be accessed here:
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/12/40/prepub

doi:10.1186/1471-2474-12-40
Cite this article as: Borloz et al.: Evidence for validity and reliability of a
french version of the FAAM. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2011 12:40.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Borloz et al. BMC Musculoskeletal Disorders 2011, 12:40
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/12/40

Page 6 of 6

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15923054?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15923054?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19224908?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19224908?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19224908?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15363371?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15363371?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17366962?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17366962?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16701063?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16701063?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16309613?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16309613?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19356352?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19356352?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18345343?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18345343?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11124735?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11124735?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1285753?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/1285753?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7775992?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7775992?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/7775992?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8606899?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8606899?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8606899?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17233912?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17233912?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17233912?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9055718?dopt=Abstract
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2474/12/40/prepub

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusion

	Background
	Methods
	Foot and Ankle Ability Measure
	Cross-cultural adaptation
	Patients
	Evidence for Convergent and Divergent Validity
	Evidence for Internal Structure and Consistency
	Evidence for Test Re-Test Reliability

	Results
	Cross cultural adaptation
	Evidence for Convergent and Divergent Validity
	Evidence of Internal Structure
	Evidence for Score Stability

	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	References
	Pre-publication history


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /Warning
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e55464e1a65876863768467e5770b548c62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc666e901a554652d965874ef6768467e5770b548c52175370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA (Utilizzare queste impostazioni per creare documenti Adobe PDF adatti per visualizzare e stampare documenti aziendali in modo affidabile. I documenti PDF creati possono essere aperti con Acrobat e Adobe Reader 5.0 e versioni successive.)
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020be44c988b2c8c2a40020bb38c11cb97c0020c548c815c801c73cb85c0020bcf4ace00020c778c1c4d558b2940020b3700020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken waarmee zakelijke documenten betrouwbaar kunnen worden weergegeven en afgedrukt. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents suitable for reliable viewing and printing of business documents.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


